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CHAPTER - IV
Analysis And Interpretation 

4.1 Introduction
The present chapter deals with the analysis of data, 

the discussion and interpretation of the results.

As mentioned in Chapter 3 the main variable is consist­
ed of ten scales. They are as follows s
1. Attitude. (ATT)
2. Motivation. (MOT)
3. Time Management. (TMT)
4. Anxiety. (ANX)
5. Concentration. (CON)
6. Information Processing. (INP)
7. Selecting Mam Ideas. (SMI)
8. Self Testing. (SFT)
9. Study Aids. (STA)
10. Test Strategies. (TST)

The independent variables are sex,types of school, 
levels of academic achievement,mother's education,father's 
education, mother's occupation, father's occupation, family 
income, types of family,co-curricular activities,tuition
classes and learning orientation of the students.

The data collected were analysed in three parts.In part 
I, analysis of variance was used to study the mam and inter­
action effects of sex,types of school and levels of academic

79



achievement on learning strategies.

In Part II, the analysis of variance is used to study 
the main effect of mother's education,father's 
education,mother's occupation,father's oecupation,family 
income,types of family,co-curricular activities and 
tuition classes on learning strategies.

In Part 
study the relat 
and their learn

III, the technique of correlation 
lonship between students learning 
ing strategies.

was used to 
orientation
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Part I

In this part 2X2X3 factorial design with 2 levels 
of sex, 2 levels of types of school and 3 levels of academic 
achievement was used to examine the influence on each of the 
ten scales of learning strategies.
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4.2 Effects of Sex,Types of School,Levels of Academic 
Achievement on Attitude

Table 5
A 2X2X3 Factorial Design for Attitude

Source of
Variance

Df Sui of
Squares

Kean
Squares

F Level of
Significance

Ham Effects
Sex 1 39.124 39.124 1.923 NS
Types of School 1 229.376 229.376 11.274 0.01
Levels of ftca.Ach. 2 779.661 389.831 19.160 0.01

2nav interactiais
Sex X types of school 1 9.101 9.101 0.447 NS
Sex X levels of ftca.Ach. 2 40.062 24.031 1.181 NS
Types of School X levels 2 97.373 48.® 2.393 NS
of ftca. Adi.

3-wav interactions
Sex X types of school 2 8.392 4.196 0.206 m
X levels of Aca.ftch
SS Between 11 1191.914 108.356 3.326

SS hithin 888 18067.086 20.346

Total 89?



Table 6

Number and Mean Scores on Attitude

Number Mean
Boys 530 13.02
8i r Is 370 lw» 04
Students of Anami Schools 450 13.53
Students of Independent Schools 450 12.54
High Achievers 300 14.04
Middle Achievers 300 13.26
Low Achievers 300 11.80

Table 7
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and low Academic 
Achievers on Attitude

Hi gh Middle Low
N 300 300 300
M 14•04 (a) 13.26 (b) 11.80 (c)

In order to !■ now the inter group mean differences, the
' t ' values were found out with the help of following formula.
S Ed = MSW +

na
MSW + MSW
nb nc

= 20.346 + 
300

2!0 • *** !Z!0 • 346
300 300

= 0.068 + 0.068 + 0.068
= 0.204 = 0.45

With
= 0.45
888 df,t value at 0.05 level

0.01 level
= 1.96 X 0.45 = 0.882 
= 2.58 X 0.45 = 1.161
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Table 7 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b = 14.04 — 13.26 S3 0.78 NS
a c = 14.04 - 11.80 = <■> '■'ij. 0.01
b — c rs 13.26 — 11.80 ss 1.46 0.05

Tab]e 5 shows the main and interaction effects of 
sa::, types of school and levels of academic achievement on 
attitude of the students.

The F ratio of 1.923 with respect to sex is not signif­
icant. This indicates that boys and girls do not differ 
significantly m their attitude to learn. The null hypothesis 
1 concerning no effect of se;; on attitude is accepted.

The same table further shows that F ratio with respect 
to types of school is 11.274 which is significant beyond 0.01 
level. This means that students' studying in anami group 
schools differ significantly from the student studying m 
independent schools with respect to their attitude to learn. 
In the light of this F value of 11.274, the null hypothesis 2 
regarding no effect of types of school on attitude is not 
accep ted.

From Table 6 it can be noticed that the mean difference 
between anami group schools and independent schools is m 
favour of anami group schools. This shows that the students 
of anami group schools have more favourable attitude towards
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study than the students of independent schools.The anami 
group association of schools are formed with the main objec­
tive to strengthen the educational programs and utilize 
maximally human and other material resources in given condi­
tions.The finding confirms the purpose for which such associ­
ation is formed.

Further, it is observed in table 5 that the main effect 
of levels of academic achievement on attitude is highly 
significant as the value of F ratio is 19.16 which is signif­
icant beyond 0.01 level. In the light of this result the null 
hypothesis 3 regarding no effect of levels of academic 
achievement on attitude to learn is not accepted.

Table 6 shows that the means of high,middle and low 
achievers are 14.04,13.26 and 11.80 respectively. The trend 
is an descending order from hagh achievers to low achievers. 
Table 7 A reveals the fact that the difference between the 
means of high and middle achievers is not signifleant.Whereas 
the mean difference between high achievers and low achievers 
and between middle and low achievers are signifleant.This 
shows that high achievers have more favourable attitude 
towards learning than law achlevers.Simi1arly middle achiev­

ers have more favourable attitude towards learning than low 
ach]evers.

The interaction effects on sex with types of school is 

not significant as the F value of 0.447 is not significant.
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Cn the light of the F value the null hypothesis 4 namely se:; 
and types of school jointly will have no effect on attitude 
of students in learning, is accepted.

Similarly the interaction effects of se;: and levels of 
academic achievement on attitude is not significant hence the 
null hypothesis 5 regarding no joint effect of sex and levels 
of academic achievement on attitude, is also accepted.

Types of school with levels of academic achievement has 
also no significant effect on attitude of the students to­
wards 1 earning.Here the null hypothesis 6 namely, the type of 
school and levels of academic achievement jointly will have 
no effect on students' attitude towards study,is accepted.

Further Table 5 reveals that the combined effect of 
sex,types of schools and academic achievement on students' 
attitude is not significant as the F Value of 0.206 is not 
sign;ficant.Here the null hypothesis 7 is accepted m the 
light of obtained F value.

Thus se;: has no significant and differential role to 
play m attitude of the students' learning.
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4.3 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic

Achievement on Motivation

Table S
A 2X2X3 Factorial Design for Motivation

Source of

Variance

Df Sue of

Squares

Hean

Squares

F Level of

Significance

Ham Effects

Sex 1 127.601 127.601 6.633 0.05

Types of School 1 35.645 £>.645 1.863 ns

Levels of Aca.ftch. 2 331.412 165.706 8.613 0.01

2-wav interactions

Sex X types of school 1 0.446 0.446 0.023 ns

Sex X levels of ftca.feh. 2 60.454 30.227 1.571 m

Types of School X levels 2 97.797 48.898 2.542 NS

of flea, ftch.

3-wav interactions

Sex X types of school 2 105.624 52.812 2.745 NS

X levels of ftca.ftch

SS Between 11 684.309 62.210

% Nithm m 19.238

Total 899
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Table 9
Number and Mean Scores on Motivation

Number Mean

Boys 530 13.74
Girls 37 0 13.94
Students of Anami Schools 450 14.05
Students of Independent Schools 450 13.63

High Achievers 300 14.60
Middle Achievers 300 13.56
Low Achievers 300 13.35

Table 10
Number and Mean Scores of High,Middle and Low Academic 

Achievers on Motivation
High 

N 300 
M 14.60 (a)

Middle
300
13.56 (b)

Low
300
13.35 (c)

S Ed = 0.44
With 888 df, t value at 0.05 Level

0.01 Level
1.96 X 0.44 = 0.86 
2.58 :c 0.44 = 1.13
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Table lO A

Mean Differences and their significance

a — b 22 14.60 i uf«5 * 1.04 0.05

a - c as 14.60 » 13 a 35 = 1.25 0,01
b c 22 13.56 — 1 vj N w5 = 0.21 NS

The Table 8 shows the main effects,the first order (two 
way) interaction and the second order (three way) interaction 
of seK,types of school and levels of academic achievement on 
motivation.

The F value of main effect of se:? on motivation is 
6.633 which is significant at 0,05 level.This indicates that 
boys and girls differ significantly in their motivation to 
learn. The null hypothesis 8 regarding no effect of se:' on 
students' motivation to learn is not accepted. Table 9 shows 
the mean scares of different groups of students. The mean 
difference in motivation of boys and girls is in favuor of 
girls. This means that girls are more motivated,more dili­
gent,more self-disciplined and more willing to work hard than 
the boys.

Tt is also observed m Table 8 that the main effect of 
types of school on motivation is not significant as the F 
value is 1.853. In the light of this result the null 
hypothesis 9 concerning no significant effect of types of 
school on students motivation is accepted. This implies that
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there is no significant difference between student of anami 
group schools and independent schools so far as their motiva­
tion to learn is concerned.

With respect to levels of academic achievement it is 
observed m Table 8 th3t F ratio of 8.613 is significant 
beyond 0.01 level of confidence. In the light of this result 
the null hypothesis 10 is rejected.

From Table 9 it is noticed that the mean scores of 
high, middle and low achievers are 14.60 ,13.56 and 13.35 
respectively. The Table 10 A shows that the mean difference 
between high and middle achievers and high and low achievers 
are significant whereas the mean difference between middle 
and low achievers are not significant. This indicates that 
high achievers show more motlvatjon,di1lgence,self disciple 
and willingness to wort hard for study than the other two 
groups of students, Whereas middle and low achievers do not 
differ with respect to their motivation for study.

Table 8 further reveals that interaction effect of sen 
and types of school is not significant. Here the null hypoth­
esis 31 which states that there will be no significant joint 
effect of se;; and types of school on motivation is accepted.

The F ratio of interaction effect of se;; and levels of 
academic achievement is 1.371 which is not significant;there­
fore the null hypothesis 12 is accepted; and it may be con-

90



eluded that levels of academic achievement is independent of 

se)i so far as motivation to learn is concerned.

The combined effect of types of school and levels of 

academic achievement is not significant as the values of F 

ratio of 2.542 is not significant. In the light of the value 

of F ratio the null hypothesis 13 is accepted.

The joint effect of sen,types of school and levets of 

academic achievement on motivation is not significant. The 

value of F ratio is 2.745. In the light of this result, the 

null hypothesis 14 namely, se:t, types of school and levels of 

academic achievement jointly will not have significant effect 

on motivation is accepted.

Thus types of school 

on motivation of stud

has no significant 

ents to learn.

differential effect
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4.4 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic
Achievement on Time Management

Table 11
A 2X2X3 Factorial Design for Time Management

Source of Df Sun of Heart F Level of

Variance Squares Squares Significance

Ham Effects

Sex 1 238.782 238.782 7.350 0.01

Types of School 1 269.761 269.761 8.303 0.01

Levels of fa.fa. n
A. 1061.368 530.684 16.335 0.01

2-«av interactions

Sex X types of school 1 15.678 15.678 0.483 m
Sex X levels of Aea.Ach. 2 117.004 58.502 1.801 NS

Types of School X levels

of fa. fa.

2 20.633 10.316 0.318 NS

3-trav interactions

Sex X types of school

X levels of fa.fa

2 169.18B 84.594 2.604 m

% Between 11 1897.795 172.527 5.310

SS Bithm fm 28849.428 32.4®

Total 899



Table 12
Number and Mean Scores on Time Management

Number Mean

Boys 530 16.62
Girls 370 16.87
Students of Anami Schools 450 17.27
Students of Independent Schools 450 1&>. 23
High Achievers 300 18.23
Middle Achievers 300 16.37
Low Achievers 300 15.63

Table - 13
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Lout Academic 
Achievers on Time Management

High Middle Low
N 300 300 300
M 18.23 (a) 16.37 (b) 15.63 (c)

S Ed = 0.57
With 888 df,t value a b 0.05 level = 1.96 X 0,,57 =1.12

0.01 level = 2.58 X 0..57 = 1.47
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Table 13 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a b 18.23 — 16.37 = i. 86 0.01
a - c SB 18.23 - 15.63 = 2.6 0.01
b — c as 16.37 — 15.63 = 0.74 NS

Table 11 shows that F ratio of 7.35 and 8.303 with 
respect to sen and types of school respectively are signifi­
cant beyond 0.01 level. In the light of these values of F 
ratio the null hypotheses 15 and 16 are rejected and it can 
be inferred that the boys and girls differ significantly m 
the use of Time management techniques for study. The same can 
be said for anami and independent school students.

The F ratio of 16.335 with respect to levels of academ­
ic achievement is also significant beyond 0.01 level of 
confidence. I eeping m mind this F value the null hypothesis 
17 concerning no effect of levels of academic achievement on 
the use of Time management technique is not accepted.

From the mean scores m Table 12 it is clear that girls 
are more time management conscious than the boys.Similarlv 
anami group school students show consciousness m using time 
management technique than the independent group school stu­
dents .

Table 13 A reveals that the mean differences between 
high and middle achievers and between high and low achievers
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are significant at O.Qi level. This indicates that high 
achievers are more conscious in the use of time management 
principles for academic basis than middle achievers and law 
ach3 evers.

The first order interactions between se;: and types of 
school,sex and levels of academic achievement and types of 
school and levels of academic achievement on the students' 
use of time management technique in learning are not signifi­
cant. This means that there is no significant influence of 
se;; and types of school combined, se:; and levels of academic 
achievement combined and types of school and levels of aca­
demic achievement combined on the students'use of time man­
agement technique m learning. On the basis of these results 
null hypotheses 18,19 and 20 are accepted. Here it can be 
said that sex,types of schools and levels of academic 
achievement are independent of one another so far as the use 
of time management technique is concerned.

The second order interaction shows that combined effect 
of sex,types of schools and levels of academic achievement on 
the use of time management techniques m learning is not 
significant, hence the hypothesis 21 is accepted.
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4.5 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic

Achievement on Anxiety.

Table 14

2X2X3 Factorial Design for Anxiety

Source of

Variance

Bf Sub of

Squares

Mean

Squares

F Level of

Significance

Hain Effects

Sex 1 380.445 330.445 12.353 0.01

Types of School 1 102.705 102.705 3,33i NS

Levels of Aca.Ach. 2 1557.793 778.896 25.291 0.01

2-wav interactions

Sex X type of school 1 137.301 137.3)1 4.458 0.05

Sex X levels of Aca.ftdii. 2 42.211 31.104 1.010 NS

Types of School X levels 2 63.237 31.619 1.027 NS

of Aca. Ach.

3-wav interactions

Sex X types of school 2 97.322 48,661 1.580 NS

X levels of Aca.Ach

SS Between 11 2373.242 215.751 7.006

SS Hithin 888 27347.401 30.797

Total 899
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Table 15

Number and Mean Scares on Anxiety

Number Mean

Bays 530 16.94
8irls 370 17.21
Students af Anami Schools 450 17.30
Students of Independent Schools 450 16.55
High Achievers 300 18.36
Middle Achievers 300 17.24
Low Achievers 300 15.17

Table 16
Number and Mean Scares af High , Middle and Law Academic
Achievers an Anxiety

High Middle Low
N 300 300 300
M 18.36 (a) 17.24 <b> 15. 17 (c)

S Ed * 0.556
With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 0.556 = 1.09

0.01 level = 2.58 X 0.556 = 1.43
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Table 16 A
Mean Difference and their Significance

a - b ” 18.36 - 37.24 3S i . 12 0.05

a - c S 18.36 "■ 15.17 s 3.19 0.01
h - c =r 17.24 - 15.17 = 2.07 0.01

In order to see the inter group mean differences for
the interaction effect of sei; and types of school Tul’ey's gap 
test was applied. These results are presented m Table No 17.

Table 17

Interaction between sex and types of school

Boys

Girls

Anami school 
N = 250 
M = 17.22 (a) 
N = 200 
M = 17.97 <c>

S Ed = 0.748

Independent School 
N = 280 
M = 16. 65 (b> 
N = 170 
M = 16.45 (d)

With 888 df 't' at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 0.748 = 1.466

0.01 level = 2.58 X 0.748 » 1.929
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Table 17 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b 35 17.22 — 16,.65 = 0 .57 NS
a - c = 17.22 - 17,.97 = 0 .75 NS
a - d = 17.22 - 16,,45 = u .77 NS
h - c = 16.&5 - 17,,97 = 1 • Uj. NS
b - d = 36.65 - 16..45 = 0.20 NS
c - d = 17.97 - 16,,45 = 1 .52 0.05

In Table 14 it is seen that the main eff ect with re
spect to SSK IS highly signif]Leant as the value of F ratio l
12.353 which is significant beyond 0.01 level of confidence. 
This means that boys and girls differ in the degree of 
anxiety and worry about school performance. I eepmg m mind 
the value of F ratio the null hypothesis 22 concerning no 
effect of sex on anxiety is rejected.Table 15 shows that the 
mean difference is m favour of girls. This means that girls 
are more anxious and they worry more about school performance 
bhan boys. This is also m confirmation with the earlier 
result bhat girls are more motivated, time management 
conscious m study than boys.

Table 34 further reveals that the F ratio of 3.335 with 
respect to types of school is not significant, hence tne null 
hypothesis 23 namely types of school will have no significant 
effect on anxiety of the students about their school perform­
ance is accepted. This indicates that the students studying 
in anami group schools and students studying in independent
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schools are equal with respect bo their an:cietv and worry 

about school performance.

In Table J4 it is further seen that F ratio of 25.291 

with respect to levels of academic achievement is highly 

significant. In the light of this, null hypothesis 24 is 

rejected. Table 16 A reveals the fact that mean difference 

between high achievers and middle achievers, high achievers 

and low achievers and middle achievers and low achievers are 

significant. Hence it can be said that high,middle and low 

achievers differ significantly in their degree of anxiety and 

worry about their school performance. It can also be said 

that high achievers are more anxious about their school 

performance than middle achievers,who are also more anxious 

bhan low achievers.

■*

The first order interaction of sex and types of school 

is 4.458 which is significant at 0.05 level. This means that 

the joint interaction of sex and types of school influence 

anxiety and worry of students about their school performance. 

Therefore the null hypothesis 25 is not accepted. Table 17 A 

shows inter group mean differences which were compared with 

*t' values of 1.466 at 0.05 level and 1.929 at 0.01 level.lt 

was observed that the mean difference between girls from 

anami group schools and girls of independent schools with 

respect to their anxiety about school performance is signifi­

cant at 0.05 level.This difference is in favour of girls from
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anami group schools. This means that the girls from anami 
group schools are more anxious than those from independent 
schools about their school performance. The same table fur­
ther reveals that the others inter group mean differences are 
not significant. Hence it can be said that the boys of anami 
group schools and- independent schools, the boys and girls of 
anami group schools,and the boys of anami group schools and 
the girls of independent schools are equal with respect to 
their anxiety about the school performance.

Tt is further noticed in Table 14 that the interaction 
effects of sex and levels of academic achievement and sex and 
types of school are not significant as the obtained values of 
F are t.Ot and 1.027 respectively, In the light of these 
results the null hypotheses 26 and 27 are accepted.

The second order interaction effect of sex,types of 
school and levels of academic achievement on anxiety and 
worry of students regarding their school performance is also 
not significant. Therefore the null hypothesis 28 concerning 
no significant combined effect of sex,types of school and 
levels of academic achievement on anxiety and worry of stu­
dents regarding their school performance is accepted.
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4.6 Effects of Sex,Types of school and Levels of Academic 
Achievement on Concentration.

" Table 18
A 2X2X3 Factorial Design for Concentration

Source of

Variance

Df Sus of

Squares

dean

Squares

F Level of

Significant

Hain Effects

Sex 1 25.588 25.588 1.004 16

Types of Schools 1 71.809 71.809 2.819 16

Levels of ftca.Ach. 2 1312.33b 658.268 25.761 0.01

2-*av interactions

Sex X types of schools 1 6.817 6.817 0.268 16

Sex X levels of Aca.ftch . 2 45.913 22.957 0.901 NS

Types of School X levels 2 7.543 3.771 0.148 16

of ftca. Ach.

3-nav interactions

Sex X types of schools 2 70.516 35.258 1.384 NS

X levels of Aca.ftch

SS Between 11 1537.381 139.762 5.486

SS Within 888 22622.148 25.475

Total 89V

-.pa
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Table 19

Number and Mean Scores on Concentration

Numb e r Mean

Boys

Girls

Students of Anami Schools 

Students of Independents 

High Achievers 

Middle Achievers 

Low Achievers

530 15.
370 15.49
450 15.68
450 15.14
300 16.99
300 15.19

QOn 14.05

Table 20

Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and low Academic 
Achievers on Concentration

High Middle Low

N 300 300 300

M 16.99 (a) 15.19 (b) 14.05 <c>

S Ed = 0.505

With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level - 1.96 X 0.505 = 0.99

0.01 level = 2.58 X 0.505 = 1.30
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Table 20 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

& b 16.99 15.19 52 1.80 0.01
a - c ss 16.99 - 14.05 as 2.94 0.01
b - c 15.19 — 14.05 - 1.14 0.05

Loading to the main effects,m Table 18 it is noticed 
that the F ratio with respect to se:; is 1.004 which is not 
significant. This means that the boys and girls are equal as 
far as students ability bo pay atbenbion and concentration to 
academic bast- is concerned. Hence the hypothesis 29 is re­
tained .

Similarly F ratio with respect to types of school is 
2.819,which is also not signifleant.In the light of this 
result the null hypothesis 30 is accepted. It can be said 
that students studying m anami group schools and the stu­
dents studying m independent schools do not differ signifi­
cantly m their ability bo pay attention to academic bast .

The mam effect of the levels of academic achievement 
on the students' ability to pay attention is significant 
beyond 0,01 level of confidence,as the value of F ratio is 
25.761. On the basis of this value the null hypothesis 31 is 
rejected. The inter group mean differences are checked by t 
value, which is given m table 20 A. All the 't' values are
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significant. The mean scores of high,middle and low achievers 
(Table 2u) are 16.99,15.19 and 14.05 respectively. Table 20 A 
shows that all the mean differences are significant. Hence 
the inferences can be drawn that high achievers are making 
more conscious efforts of paying attention to academic tasi 
than middle and low achievers and middle achievers are paying 
more attention to academic basl. than low achievers.

The two-way interaction between sex and types of 
school,sex and levels of academic achievement and types of 
school and levels of academic achievement are not signifi­
cant. In the light of these results the hypotheses 32, 33 and 
34 are retained.

The combined effect of sex,types of school and levels 
of academic achievement on the students ability to concen­
trate on academic tasi- is not significant, therefore the null 
hypothesis 35 is accepted. From this it can be inferred that 
sex,types of school and levels of academic achievement joint­
ly will have no effect on students' ability to pay attention 
and concentration on their academic tasi.

Here the sex and types of school have no significant 
role to play m students concentration to academic tasi.
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4.7 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic
Achievement on Information Processing.

Table 21
A 2X2X3 Factorial Design for Information Processing

Source of
Variance

Of Sub of
Squares

Kean
Squares

F Level of

Significance

Main Effects
Sex 1 205.867 205.667 5.025 0.05
Types of Schools 1 1.637 1.637 0.0# NS
Levels of tea.fch. 2 1973.078 986,53$ 24.104 0.01

2-wav interactions
Sex X types of schools 1 73.415 73.415 1.794 NS
Sex X levels of tea. 2 10.229 5.114 0.125 NS
Ach.
Types of School X levels 2 140.168 70.(14 1.712 NS
of tea. Ach.
3-wav interactions
Sex X types of schools 2 284.782 142.391 3.479 0.05
X levels of tea.teh
SS Between 11 2688.090 244.372 5.971
SS Within 888 36344.306 40.928

Total 899
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Table 22

Number and Mean Scores on Information Processing

Number Mean

Doys 530 17.58
8irls J7 O 17.62
Students of Anami Schools 450 17.62
Students of Independent Schools 450 17.58
High Achievers 300 19.54
Middle Achievers 300 17.33
Low Achievers 300 15.93

Table 23
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and low Academic 
Achievers on Information Processing

High Middle Lous
N 300 300 300
M 19.54 <a> 17.33 <b> 15

S Ed = 0.648

With 888 df , t value at 0.05 level - 1.96 X 0
0.01 level ■ 2.58 X 0.648 = 1.67
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Table 23 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b 19.54 — 17.33 = 2.21 0.01

a - c S 19.54 - 15.93 = U B 0.01
b - c —• i “7 * 33 — 15.93 s 1-40 0.05

Table 24

Interaction between Sex,Types of School and Levels of 
Academic Achievement on Information processing

Anami School Independent School
Boys Birls Boys SirIs

High N 90 60 89 6l
M 18.67 (a J 19.68 (b) 20.56 (c) 19.24 (d)

Middle N 84 66 85 65
M 16.87 (e) 17.39 (f > 17.03 (g) 18.01 ih)

Low N 76 74 106 44
M 16.44 (i) 3 6.65 < 3 > - 15.88 (h) 14.76 (] 3

S Ed = 2.62

with 888 df lt' at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 2.62 = 5.135

0,01 level = 2.58 X 2.62 = 6.759
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Table 24 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b JS 18.67 — 19.68 = 1.01 NS

3 - c = 18.67 - 20.56 1.89 NS

a - d = 18.67 - 19.24 = 0.49 NS

a - e = 18.67 - 16.87 = 1.80 NS

a - f * 18.67 - 17.39 = 1.28 NS

3 _ 9 = 18.67 - 17.03 = 1 .64 NS

3 - h = 18.67 - 18.01 = 0.66 NS

a “ i s 18.67 - 16.44 = r-V v-j-y o NS

a - j = 18.67 - 16.65 a 2.02 NS

3 - k s 18.67 _ 15.88 =r 2.79 NS

a - 1 s 18.67 - 14.76 .= 3.91 NS

b - c B 19.68 - 20.56 = 0.88 NS

b " d = 19.68 - 19.24 = 0.44 NS

b - e = 3 9.68 - 16.87 = 2.81 NS

b - f = 19.68 - 17.39 = 2.29 NS

b - 9 = 19.68 - 3 7.03 = 2.65 NS

b - h a 19.68 - 18.01 = 1.67 NS

b - i = 19.68 - 3 6.44 = 3.24 NS

b - J = 19.68 - 16.65 = w ■ 03 NS

b - = 19.68 - 15.88 a 3.80 NS

b - 1 a 19.68 - 14.76 = 4.92 NS

c - d - 20.56 - 19.24 = 1 .32 NS

c - e = 20.56 - 16.87 = 3.69 NS

c. - f a 20.56 _ 17.39 = 3.37 NS

c - 9 = 20.56 _ 17.03 a 3.53 NS
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c — h = 20.56 — 18.01 2.55 NS

c - i = 20.56 - 16.44 _ 4.12 NS

c - 1 = 20.56 - 16.65 = 3.91 NS

c - 1- = 20.56 _ 15.88 = 4.68 NS

c - 1 = 20.56 - 14.76 = 5.80 0.05

d - e = 19.24 - 3 6.87 = 2.37 NS

d - f = 19.24 ~ 17.39 = i. m Ow> NS

d - 9 = 19.24 - 17.03 - h» 4m J. NS

d - h = 19.24 - 18.01 = 1 .23 NS

d - = 19.24 - 16.44 - 2.80 NS

d - 3 = 19.24 _ 3 6.65 = 2.59 NS

d - V = 19.24 - 15.88 - “» T /vJ* n Ww NS

d - 1 = 19.24 - 14.76 = 4.48 NS

e - f = 16.87 - 17.39 = 0.52 NS

s - 9 = 16.87 - 17.03 = 0.16 NS

p - h = 16.87 - 38.01 = 1. 14 NS

e - i = .16.87 ~ 16.44 a 0 ■ 43 NS

e - 3 = 16.87 _ 36.65 = 0.22 NS

e - V = 16.87 - 15.88 = 0.99 NS

e - 1 =r 36.87 - 34.76 = 2.11 NS

f - 9 = 17.39 - 17.03 = 0 ■ 36 NS

f - h = 17.39 - 18.01 = 0.62 NS

f - i = 17.39 - 16.44 = 0.95 NS

f - 3 = 17.39 - 16.65 * 0.74 NS

f - i. = 17.39 - 15.88 = 1.51 NS

f - L = 17.39 - 3 4.76 * 2.63 NS

9 - h = 17.03 _ 18.01 = 0.98 NS
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9 — l = 17. 03 — 1 £>»44 0.59 NS

9 - 3 = 17.03 - 16.65 =r 0.38 NS

9 - = 17.03 - 15.88 * 1.15 NS

9 - 1 = 17.03 _ 3 4.76 = B / NS
h ~ 1 = 18.01 - 16.44 55 1.57 NS
h - j = 18.01 - 3 6.65 - 1, .j NS
h - = 18.01 - 15.88 = 2.13 NS
h - l = 18.01 - 14.76 = 3.25 NS

i - j = 16,44 - 16,65 =5 0.21 NS

i - = 16,44 - 15.88 55 0.56 NS

i - 1 = 16.44 - 14.76 55 1.68 NS

l - 1- = 16.65 - 15.88 = 0.77 NS
3 - 1 = l£>. 65 - 14.76 = 1.89 NS '
1 - 1 = 15.88 - 14.76 55 1.12 NS

Table 21 reveal s that the mam effect of se:s
mation processing is 5.025 which is significant at 0.05 
level. This indicates sen discrimination m students' using 
mental imagery, verba] elaboration,comprehension, monitoring 
and reasoning. Table 22 shows the mean difference m favour 
of girls. This indicates that girls are using more mental 
imagery,verbal elaboration,comprehension, monitoring and 
reasoning than boys. In the light of the value of F ratio the 
null hypothesis 36 concerning no effect of sen on the stu­
dents' information processing is rejected. This seems to be 
quite obvious as girls are showing more favourable 
attitude.more interest in 1 earning,high motivation,more 
ability in the use of time management techniques for learn­

ing.
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The F value of main effect of types of school on mfoi— 
mation processing is 0.04 which is not significant. This 
means that there is no significant difference in the degree 
of using mental imagery,verbal elaboration and reasoning 
between students of anami group schools and students of 
independent schools. Thus the null hypothesis 37 namely types 
of school will have no effect on information processing is 
retained.

Further, the table reveals the significant difference 
in information processing among high,middle and low academic 
achievers, as the F ratio is 24.104 which is significant far 
beyond 0.01 level.Hence the null hypothesis 38, namely levels 
of academic achievement will have no significant effect on 
information processing is not accepted.

Table 23 A shows that the mean difference between high 
and middle achiever,high and low achievers and middle and low 
achievers are significant. This means that high achievers are 
using more mental imagery,verbal elaboration,comprehension 
monitoring and reasoning than middle and low achievers and 
middle achievers are using more mental imagery,verbal elabo­
ration and reasoning than low achievers.

The f l rst order interaction between sen and types of
school to information processing is 1.794 which is not sig-
nif ican t. This means that the combined effect o f sen and
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types of school on students information processing is not 

significant. In the light of this result null hypothesis 39 

is accepted.The combined effect of sex and levels of academic 

achievement on information processing and combined effect of 

types of school and levels of academic achievement on 

students' information processing are not significant. Hence 

both the null hypotheses 40 and 41 are retained.

The joint effect of sex,types of school and levels of 

academic achievement on information processing is significant 

at 0.05 level.Keeping in mind this result the null hypothesis 

32 namely,sex,types of school and levels of academic achieve­

ment jointly will have no significant effect on information 

processing is not accepted. The inter group mean differences 

are checked by 't' values of 5.135 at 0.05 level and 6.759 at 

0.01 level. Table 24 A reveals that all the inter group mean 

differences except one are insignifleant.The mean difference 

between high achieving boys from independent schools and low 

achieving girls from Independent schools is significant at 

0.05 level. The mean difference is in favour of high achiev­

ing boys. This indicates that high achieving boys from Inde­

pendent schools are using more mental imagery,reasoning, 

comprahension and verbal elaboration than the low achieving 

girls from the same group of schools.
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4.8 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic 
Achievement on Selecting Main Ideas

Table 25
A 2X2X3 Factorial Design for Selecting Main Ideas

Source of

Variance

Of Eta of

Squares

Hean

Squares

F Level of

Significance

Ham Effects

Sex i 37.908 37.9® 3.383 16

Types of School 1 19.883 19.883 1.775 m
Levels of Aca.Ach. 2 319.550 159.776 14.260 0.01

2-«av interactions

Sex X types of school 1 3.393 3.393 0.303 16

Sex X levels of Aca.Ach . 2 11.894 5.947 0.531 16

Types of School X levels 2 20.281 10.141 0.905 16

of Aca. Ach.

3-wav interactions
Sex X types of schools 2 33.122 16.561 1.478 NS
X levels of Aca.Ach

SS Between 11 477.129 40.648 3.628
SS tlithin m 9949.511 11.264

Total m
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Table 26
Number and Mean Scores on Selecting Main Ideas

Number Mean

boys 5 oU 10.40
Sirls 37 O 10.63
Students of Anami Schools 450 10.66
Students of Independet Schools 450 10.38
High Achievers 300 11.23
Middle Achievers 300 10.55
Low Achievers 300 9.77

Table 27
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and low Academic 
Achievers on Selecting Main Ideas

High Midd Le Low
N 300 300 300
M 11.23 (a) 10.55 (b) 9.77 (c)

S Ed « 0.333

With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 10.— O.65
0.01 level » 2.58 X 0.333 = 0.85
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Table 27 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 11.23 - 10.55 SZ 0.68 0.05
a - c = 1J.25 - 9.77 - 1.46 0.01
b - c * 10.55 - 9.77 0.78 0.05

From Table 25 it is observed that the main effects of 
sex and types of school with respect to selecting main ideas 
and recognising important information are not significant as 
the obtained F values 3.383 and 1,775 respectively are 
significant. This implies that boys and girls show no dis­
tinction m selecting mam ideas for learning. The same can 
be said true for students studying m anami group schools and 
independent schools. In the light of the F Values the null 
hypotheses 43 and 44 are accepted.

F ratio with respect to levels of academic achievement 
is 14.260(Table 25) Which is significant beyond 0.01 level of 
confidence. In the light of F ratio null hypothesis 45 is not 
accepted. The mean scores of high,middle and low achievers 
are 11.23,10,55 and 9.77 respectively. The inter group mean 
differences are examined ieeping in mind the values of ’t' at 
0.05 and 0.01 levels. As seen m Table 27 A,all the mean 
differences are significant. This means that high achievers 
have more ability to select main ideas for learning than 
middle achievers and low achievers. Similarly middle achiev­
ers also have more ability to select mam ideas for learning
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than low achievers.

The joint effects of sex and types of school,sex and 
levels of academic achievement and types of school and levels 
of academic achievement on the students' ability to select 
main ideas for learning are not significant. In the light of 
these results the null hypotheses 46,47 and 48 are retained.

F ratio of second order interaction between sex,types
of schools and levels of academic achievement is 1.478 which 
is not significant. Hence the null hypothesis 49 namely sex, 
types of school and levels of academic achievement jointly 
will have no significant effect on selecting main ideas for 
learning is retained.

Looting to the entries of table 25 it can be said that 
sex and types of school have no significant and differential 
role to play in selecting mam ideas far learning.
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4.9 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic
Achievement on self-Testing

Table 28
A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Self—Testing

tores of

Variance

Df Sun of

Squares

Hean

Squares

F Level of

Significance

Rain Effects

Sex 1 34.564 34.564 0.BB9 NS

Types of School 1 206.150 206.150 5.302 0.05

Levels of ftca.Ath, 2 465.645 232.823 5.988 0.01

2-«av interactions

Sex X types of school 1 5.102 5.102 0.131 NS

Sex X levels of flca.fteh 2 293.429 146.715 '3.773 0.05

Types of Schools X levels 2 181.396 90.698 2.333 NS

of Aca. ftch.

3-aav interactions

Sex X types of school 2 200.833 100.416 2.582 NS

X levels of Aca.Ach

SS Betaeen 11 1341.474 121.952 3.136

SS Within 888 34529.276 38.884

Total 899 -
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Table 29
Number and Mean Scores on Self-Testing

Numb e r Mean

Boys 530 17.32

8 l rls 370 18.28

Students of Anami Schools 450 17.83

Students of Independet Schools 470 17.70

High Achievers 300 18.73

Middle Achievers 300 17.44

Low Achievers 300 17.24

Table 30
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Low Academic 

Achievers on Self Testing

High Muddle

N 300 300
M 18.73 (a) 17.44 (b)

S Ed - 0.624

With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level = 3.96 X 0.624 = 1.223

0.01 level = 2.56 X 0.624 = 1.597

L ouj 

300

17.24 (c)
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Table 30 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b 2 18.73 17.44 “ 1.29 0.05

a c = 18.73 - 17.24 2 1.49 0.05
b c 55 17.44 — 17.24 0.28 NS

Table 31

Interaction between Sex and Levels of Academic Achievement

Boys N 
M

Girls N 
M

High
182
18.24 (a) 

118
19.22(d)

Middle
169
17.04 (b) 

131
17.84 (e)

S Ed = 1.27

L ow
179
16.69 (c) 

121
37.79 (f)

With 888 df 't at 0.05 level = 3.96 j- 3
0.01 level = 2.58 X 1

2.489
3.276
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Table 31 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 18.24 - 17.04 s 1.20 NS
a - c = 18.24 16.69 a 1.55 NS
a - d = 18.24 19.22 = 0.98 NS
a - e = 18.24 - 17.84 s 0.40 NS
a - f 18.24 - 17.79 = 0.45 NS
ta - c = 17.04 - 16.69 = 0.35 NS
b - d = 17.04 - 19.22 = 2.18 NS
b - e s 17.04 - 17.84 s 0.85 NS
b - f = 17.04 - 17.79 = 0.75 NS
c - d 16.69 - = IS T a. a ? J 0.05
c - e = 16.69 - 17.84 = 1.15 NS
c - 4*i a 16.69 - 17.79 - 1.10 NS
d - e = 19.22 - 17.84 = 1.38 NS
d - f = 19.22 - 17.79 sr 1 .43 NS
e _ f s 17.84 — 17.79 ss 0.05 NS

From Table 28 it seems that there is no sev, discrimina­
tion on adopting self testing techniques for learning as the 
value of F of 0.889 is insignificant. In the light of this 
result the null hypothesis 50 regarding no significant 
effect on self testing strategies is retained.

Further, the F value of main effect of types of schools 
on adapting self testing technique is 5.302 which is signifi­
cant at 0.05 level. The null hypothesis 51 is therefore re-
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jected and it is inferred that the students of anami group
schools and independent schools differ in adopting self 
testing technique for learning. The mean value of students of 
anami group school is 17.83 whereas the mean of students of 
independent schools is 17.30. This implies that students of 
anamj group schools adopt more and better ways of self test­
ing technique than those of independent schools.

F value of main effect of levels of academic achieve­
ment to self testing is 5.9S8 which is significant at 0.01 
level. Hence the null hypothesis 52 namely, levels of academ­
ic achievement will have no effect on self testing, is not 
accep ted.

Table 30 A shows that the mean difference between high 
and middle achievers is significant at 0.05 level,whereas the 
mean difference between high and low achievers is significant 
at 0.01 level.These differences are in favour of high achiev­
ers. Hence it is inferred that high achievers have better 
ways of adopting self testing techniques than middle and low 
achievers. The mean difference between middle and low achiev­
ers is not significant. This means that middle achievers and 
low achievers are not different so far as selecting self 
testing technique is concerned.

The first order interaction of se:: and types of school 
is not significant with respect to self testing techniques. 
Hence the null hypothesis 53 namely, se;c and types of school



jointly will hav? no significant effect on students adopting 
self testing technique for learning is retained. The first 
order interaction of sex and levels of academic achievement 
is significant at 0.05 level. This means that both the sex 
and levels of academic achievement jointly affect students' 
selection of self testing technique. In the light of the F 
value of 3.773 the null hypothesis 54 concerning no joint 
effect of sex and levels of academic achievement on self 
testing technique is rejected. The inter group means are 
tested with the value of 't' test at 0.05 and 0.01 
levels.Table 31 A shows that mean difference between high 
achieving girls and low achieving boys is significant at 0.05 
level in favour of high achieving girls. This implies that 
the high achieving girls adopt better ways of self testing 
technique than low achieving boys. Table 31 A further shows 
that the inter group mean differences of all other groups are 
insignificant.

Further the first order interaction between types of 
school and levels of academic achievement on seif testing is 
in significant. In the light of this result null hypothesis 
55 regarding no joint effect of types of school and levels of 
academic achievement on students' adopting self testing 
techniques for learning is accepted.

The second order interaction of sex,types of school and 
levels of academic achievement is 2.582 which is insignifi­
cant. This implies that sex,types of school and levels of
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academic achievement jointly do not influence significantly
on students' adopting self testing techniques. Here the null 
hypothesis 56 about no joint effect of se;;, types of school 
and levels of academic achievement on students' adopting self 
besting techniques is accepted.



4.10 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of 
Achievement on Study Aids

Table 32
A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Study Aids

Source of

Variance

M Suffl of

Squares

Heat

Squares

F Level of

Sipificance

Main Effects

Sex 1 208.198 208.198 5.948 0.05

Types of School 1 4.776 4.776 0.136 NS

Levels of fica.fich. 2 380.832 190.416 5.440 0.01

2-way interactions

Sex X types of school 1 15.435 19.439 0.441 NS

Sex X levels of Ata„ftch . 2 114.098 57.049 1.630 NS

Types of Schools X levels 2 142.133 71.066 2.030 NS

of Aca, Acb.

-wav interactions

Sex X types of school 2 51.974 25.987 0.742 NS

X levels of Aca.Ach

SS Between 11 895.255 81.387 2.325

SS Within m 31060.491 335.001

Total m
.pa

Academic
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Table 33
Number and Mean Scores on Study Aids

NumberMean

Boys 530 19.96

Sirls 370 20.00

Students of Anami Schools 450 20.45

Students of Independent Schools 450 i Q
i 7 S v) A.

High Achievers 300 20.97

Middle Achievers 300 19.70

Low Achievers 300 19.27

Table 34
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Law Academic 
Achievers on Study Aids

High Midd1e Low

N 300 300 300

M 20.97 (a) 19.70 (b) 19

S Ed = 0.6

With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 0.6

0.0l level = 2.56 X 0.6

1. 176 

1.548
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Table 34 A
Heart Differences and their Significance

a — b 20.97 — 19.70 = 1.27 0.05
a c * 20.97 - 19.27 = 1.70 0.01
b c ss 19.70 — 19.27 2- 0.43 NS

Studying the main effects in Table 32 it is seen that 
there is sex discrimination m adopting and creating support 
techniques for learning, as the obtained F value is 5.948 
which is significant beyond 0.01 level. This means that both 
girls and boys differ si gmf i cantly m adopting support 
technique for learning. On the basis of this result the null 
hypothesis 57 is rejected.The mean scores of boys and girls 
are 17.25 and 18.25 (Table 33) respectively. The result shows 
that girls adopt and create more support techniques for 
learning than boys.

Further, the main effect of types of school on stu­
dents' support techniques is not significant as the F value 
is 0.136, This means that there is no influence of types of 
school on adopting support techniques for learning. In light 
of this, null hypothesis 58 namely the types of schools will 
have no significant effect on adopting support technique 
retains.

Table 32, further reveals that levels of academic 
achievement has significant influence on adopting support 
technique of learning as the obtained value of F ratio is
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5.440,which is significant at 0.01 level. Here the null hy­

pothesis 59 concerning no effect of levels of academic 

achievement on the students support techniques to learn is 

not accepted. The mean scores of high,middle and low achiever 

are 20.97,19.70 and 19.27 respectively.The inter group mean 

differences are examined with the help of 't' value at 0.05 

and 0.01 levels. The mean differences between high and middle 

achiavers,and high and low achievers are significant whereas 

the mean difference between middle and low achievers is not 

significant. This shows that high achievers select and adopt 

more and better support techniques for study than the middle 

and low achievers.

F ratio of the first order interaction of sex and types 

of school,sex and levels of academic achievement and types of 

school and levels of academic achievement are 0.441 0 and

2.030 respectively.These F ratio are not significant. Hence 

the null hypotheses 60,61 and 62 are accepted.

The second order interaction between sex,types of 

school and levels of academic achievement on supporting 

techniques for study is 0.742, which is not significant. The 

hypothesis 63 namely, sex,types of school and levels of 

academic achievement jointly will have no effect on support 

techniques for study, is accepted.
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4.11 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic
Achievement on Test Strategies 

Table 35
A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Test Strategies

Source of

Variance

Df, Sum of

Squares

Mean

Squares

F Level of

Significance

Main Effects

Sex 1 8,657 8.657 0.290 HS

Types of School 1 250.930 250.930 8,393 0.01

Levels of tea,teh. 2 1582.183 791.091 26.460 0.01

2-sav interactions

Sex X types of school 1 90.126 90.126 3.013 NS

Sex X levels of tea.teh. 2 78.539 39.269 1.313 NS

Types of Schools X levels 2 3.718 1.889 0.062 NS

of tea. Ach,

3-wav interactions

Sex X types of school 2 21.235 10.617 0.355 NS

X levels of tea,ftch

SS Between 11 2024.933 184.® 6.157

SS Within 8% 26548.650 29.897

Total 899
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Table 36
Number and Mean Scores on Test Strategies

Number Mean

Boys 530 16 • 83

Oirls 370 16.77

Students of Ananu Schools 450 17.33

Students of Independent Schools 450 16.28

High Achievers 300 18.28

Middle Achievers' 300 17.06

Low Achievers 300 15.06

Table 37
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Low Academic 
Achievers on Test Strategies

High Middle Low

N 300 300 300

M - 18.28 (a) 17.06 (b) 15.06 <c>

S Ed = 0.547

With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level => 1.96 X 0.547 = 1.072

0.01 level = 2.56 X 0,547 = 1.411
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Table 37 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 18.28 17 .06 s: 1.22 0.05
a - c = 18.28 15 .06 as -r nn 

vJ a 0.01
b c = 17.06 15 .06 = 2.00 0.01

Table 35 shows that the re i s no sei! disc nmii
adopting test strategies as the obtained value of F is 0.290 
which is not significant. Hence the null hypothesis 64 con­
cerning no significant effect of sen on students' adapting 
Test Strategies is retained.

Further it reveals the significance difference between 
students of anami group schools and independent schools with 
respect to their adopting test strategies. The oDtained Value 
of F is 8.393 which is significant at 0.01 level. The mean 
scores of students of anami group schools and independent 
schools are 17.33 and 16.28 respectively (Table 36). This 
means that the students of anami group schools adopt more and 
betber tesb strategies than those of mdspendenb schools.In 
the light of this finding the null hypothesis 65 regarding no 
significant effect of types of school on students adopting 
test strategies is not accepted.

The F ratio with respect to levels of academic achieve­
ment is 24.460 which is significant beyond O.oi level.The 
mean scores of high,middle and low achievers are 18.28,17.06
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and 15.07 respectively. Table 37 A shows that all the inter 

group mean differences are significant. This means the high 

achievers adopt more and better test strategies than middle

and law achievers and middle achievers also adopt more and 

better test strategies than low achievers. They mat e more 

conscious efforts to be prepared for tal ing examina t ion . They 

are conscious enough to integrate material from different 

sources. Keeping in the mind the value of F ratio, the null 
hypothesis 66 about no significant influence of levels of 

academic achievement on students selecting test strategies is 

rejected.

The two-way interaction effect of sex and types of 

school on test strategy is not significant.The same is true 

with respect bo the interaction effect of sex and levels of 

academic achievement and types of schools and levels of 

academjc achievement on test strategy.Keep mg in mind these 

results the null hypotheses 67,68 and 69are retained.

The three-way interactions of sex,types of school and 

levels of academic achievement with respect to test strategy 
is 0.355 which is not significant. This means that interac­

tion of sex,types of school and levels of academic achieve­
ment jointly did not have influence on the students selection 

of test strategies. In the light of this result the null 
hypothesis 70 is retained.



4.12 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic
Achievement on Total Learning Strategies 

Table 38
A 2X2X3 Factorial Design for Total learning Strategies

Source of Bf Suo of Mean F Level of

Variance Squares Squares Significance

Main Effects

Sex 1 4062.767 4062.767 2.9S m
Types of School 1 9070.209 9070.209 6.553 0.05

Levels of foa.ftch, 2 84116.262 42058.131 30.386 0.01

2-ttav interactions

Sex X types of school 1 1164.851 1164.911 0.842 ns

Sex X levels of fica.ftdi . 2 5819.976 2909.988 2.102 NS

Types of School X levels 2 4182.731 2091.366 1.511 NS

of ftca. ftch.

3-aav interactions

Sex X types of school 2 7424.495 3712.247 2.682

X levels of ftca.Ach

SS Between 11 114433.555 10403.05 7.516

SS Within 938 1229095.627 1384.117

Total 899
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Table 39

Number and Mean Scares on Total Learning Strategies

Number Mean

Bays 530 157.67
Girls 370 159.54
Students of Anami Schools 450 161.66
Students of Independent Schools 450 155.54
High Achievers 300 170.93
Middle Achievers 300 157.59
Low Achievers 300 147.29

Table 40

Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Low Academic 
Achievers on Total Learning Strategies

High Middle
N 300 300
M 170.93 <a) 157.59 <b>

S Ed = 3.72

With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 3.72 ® 7.291

0.01 level ■ 2.56 X 3.72 = 9.598

Law
w00

147.29 (c)
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Table 40 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b 170.93 - 157.59 13.34 0.01
a - c 170.93 - 147,29 = 23.64 0.01
b — c ss 157.59 - 147.29 ss 10.30 0.01

The Table 38 shows main effect, two-way interaction 
effect and three-way interaction effect of sen,types of 
school and levels of academic achievement on learning strate­
gies of students.

The obtained F value with respect to se;< on learning 
strategies is 2.935 which is not significant. This shows that 
there is no significant difference between boys and girls so 
far as the total learning strategies is concerned. This means 
that boys and girls are equal in their adopting learning 
strategtes.In the light of this result the null hypothesis 
71, namely sei; will have no significant effect on the learn­
ing strategies is accepted.

The same Table further reveals the fact that the stu­
dents studying m anami group schools differ significantly 
from the students of independent schools with respect to 
their learning strategies, as the F value of 6.553 is signif­
icant beyond 0.01 level.Table 39 shows that the mean differ­
ence between the students of anami group schools and the 
students of independent group schools is m favour of the
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students of anami group schools. This shows that students of 

anami group schools have better learning strategies than the 

students of independent schools. Here the null hypothesis 72 

namely, types of school will have no significant effect on 

learning strategies is rejected. This might be because the 

main objectives of anami group schools are to provide best 

passible human and material resources, to prepare teachers 

for their effectiveness in teaching and to strengthen educa­

tional programme.These help the student individually to 

prepare one self for learning.

It is further seen in Table 38 that the main effect of 

levels of academic achievement on learning strategies is 

significant beyond 0.01 level of confidence.This means that 

high,middle and low achievers differ significantly with each 

other m their learning strategies. Table 39 shows that the 

mean scores of high,middle and low achievers are 

170.93,157.59and 147.29 respectively.The inter group mean 

differences are compared with 't' values of 7.291 at 0.05 

level and 9.598 at 0.01 level. All the mean differences m 

Table 40 A are significant beyond 0.01 level. In the light of 

these results the null hypothesis 73 namely, levels of aca­

demic achievement will have no effect on -learning strategies 

is rejected and it is inferred that high achievers will have 

better learning strategies than the middle and low achievers. 

And middle achievers will have better learning strategies 

than low achievers. This might be because the Jaw achievers
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m the present study are 'those who passed with promotion in 

last two consecutive annual examinations.

It is also noticed m Table 38 that the first order
interactions between sex and types of school,sex and levels
of academic achievement and types of school and levels of

academic achievement with respect to learning strategies are 
not significant. In the light of these results the null 
hypotheses 74,75 and 76 are retained. From these result it 
can be inferred that interaction of sex and types of 
school,se;; and 3evels of academic achievement and types of 
school and levels of academic achievement have no significant 
effect on students learning strategies.

It is further noticed m the same table that the second 
order interaction of sex,types of school and levels of aca­

demic achievement is not significant.In the light of this 
result the null hypothesis 77 is retained and it may be 
inferred that sex,types of school and levels of academic 
achievement jointly do not have any effect on students learn­
ing strategies.
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4.13 Observations
The following observations are drawn on the basis of 

the discussion of Tables 5 bo 40.
1) The girls are more motlvated,dl1igent,self-disciplined

and willing fco war! hard than boys,and also more con­
scious m the use of time management technique,more 
anxious about their school performance than boys.They 
use more and better mental imagery verbal
elaboration, comprehension and reasoning, adopt and 
create more support techniques for learning than boys.

2) Students from anami group schools have more favourable 
attitude towards study,more interest in study and are 
more time management conscious than the students from 
independent schools. They adopt more and belter ways of 
self-testing techniques for learning .They use better 
test strategies and prepare for tests than the students 
of independent Schools. They have better learning 
strategies than the students of independent schools.

3) The girls from anami group schools are more anxious 
about their school performance than those from inde­
pendent schools.

4> High achievers are more motivated,di1igent,se)f disci­
plined and willing to war! hard,mare time conscious, 
more anxious about their school performance,more able 
to select mam ideas than middle and low achievers. 
They pay more attention and concentration to their 
learning, use more mental imagery, verbal elaboration, 
adopt and create more support techniques to learn and
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test strategies than middle and law achievers.
5) High achievers have mare favourable attitude towards 

study and they adapt better ways of self testing tech­
niques than low achievers.

6) liiddle achievers have mare favorable attitude towards 
study than low achievers .They are more anxious about 
their school performance and more able to select mam 
ideas than low achievers. They mate more conscious 
effort of paying attention to academic tasl.,use more 
mental imagery,verbal elaboration,adopt and use better 
ways of self testing techniques and test strategies 
than low achievers.

7) On the whole high achievers have better learning 
strategies than moddle and low achievers and middle 
achievers have better learning strategies than low 
achlevers.

8) The high achieving boys from independent schools are
using more mental imagery,reasoning.comprehension and 
verbal elaboration then low achieving girls from the 
same group of schools.

9) The high achieving girls select and adopt better ways
of self testing techniques than the low achieving boys.
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Part -II
4.14 Introduction

In thus park an attempt has been made to examine the 
effects of mother's education,mother's occupation,father's 
education, father's occupation, family income, types of 
family, co-curricular activities and tuition classes on 
learning strategies. In order to examine the effects the 
statistical technique of analysis of variance is used. An 
attempt has been made to study the main effects only.Scale 
wise F ratio for each of the variables are presented, 
discussed and interpreted.
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4.15 Effect of Mather's Education on Learning Strategies
Table 41

Main Effects of Mother's Education on Learning Strategies

Scale of F Levels of
Learning strategies Significance

ATT 6.37 0.01
MOT 0.07 NS
TMT 0.47 NS
ANX 0 B VJW NS
CON 0.24 NS
INP 0.41 NS
SMI 0.07 NS
STA 0.12 NS
SFT 0.04 NS
TST 0.12 NS

TOTAL 4.03 0.01
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Table 42

Number and Mean Scores of Students on Learning Strategies 
with respect to Mother's Education

tether's Education ---- > Illiterate Priaary Secondary University

Scales of Learning Strategies

S* 114 224 387 175

ATT 13.88 13.77 12.62 12.02

HOT 14.10 14.02 13.84 13.43

TST 17.90 17.72 16.26 15.80

m 19.28 17.93 16.46 15.78

m 16.35 16.71 14.68 14.75

m 20.26 18.63 16.95 15.98

m 11.32 11.29 9.96 10.24

m 21.49 20.81 9.49 19.03

SFT 18.78 18.21 17.36 17.36

TST 17.48 18.38 16.02 16.09

TOTAL 169,84 167.48 153.83 150.48
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Table 43

Number and Mean Scores of students on Attitude with respect 
to their Mather's Education

Illiterate Primary Secondary University

N * 114 224 387 175
M = 13.88 (a) 13.77 (b) 12.82 <c> 12.02 (d)

S Ed a 0.86
with 897,'t' value at 0.05 level * 1.96 X 0.66 = 1.294

0.01 level = 2.58 X 0.66 = 1.703

Table 43 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b

i— u CO CO — 13.7 52 0.11 MS
a - c = 13.88 - 12.82 = 3 .06 NS
a - d = 13.88 - 12.02 = 1.86 0.01
b - c = 13.77 - 32.83 = 0.92 NS
b - d = 13.77 - 12.02 = 1.75 0.01
c — d = 12.82 — 3 2.02 = 0.80 NS
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Table -44

Number and Mean scores of students on Total Learning 
strategies with Respect to Mother's Education

Illiterate Primary Secondary University
N = 114 224 387 175

H = 169.84 (a) 167.48 <b> 153.83 (c) 150.48 <d>

8 Ed = 9.66
with 897 df, 't' value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 9.66 = 18.93

0.01 level = 2.58 X 9.66 = 24.92

Table 44 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b - 169.84 — 167.48 = '*? "r JL*2. « K-tCi NS
a _ c = 369.84 - 153.83 = 16.01 NS
a - d = 169.84 - 150.48 = 19. <j6 0.05
b - c = 367.48 _ 1C7 C>~FJ. □ -1 « Qu 3 3.65 NS
b - d = 167.48 - 150.48 = 17.00 NS
c - d = 153.83 _ 150.48 = 3.35 NS

Table 41 shows F ratio of the different scales of 
learning process in relation to Mother’s Education. It also 

shows F ratio of total learning strategies with respect to 
mother's education.
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Examining the main effect of mother's education on 
attitude and interest it can be seen that F value is signifi­
cant at 0.01 level. It means that the students whose mother's 
having different levels of education differ significantly in 
their attitude towards study.This implies that mother's 
education as a variable affect the attitude and interest of 
the students towards study. Here the null hypothesis 78 A 
concerning no effect of mother's education on attitude and 
interest is rejected.

Looting at F ratio with respect to other scales of 
learning strategies, it can be said that the groups based on 
mother's education do not differ significantly m all the 
scales of learning strategies, beeping in mind these results 
the null hypotheses from 78 B to 78 J are accepted.

Table 41 further reveals the fact that the mam effects 
of mother's education on total learning strategies is signif­
icant at 0.01 level. In the light of this finding the null 
hypothesis 78 concerning no effect of mother's education on 
learning strategies is not accepted.

Table 43 A shows that the difference between the stu­
dents whose mother's are illiterate and the students whose 
mother's got university education is significant at 0.01 
level.lt is surprising to note the difference is in favour of
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children of illiterate mother. Educated mothers might have 
been involved m job or social or other activities and they 

might not be able to pay attention to the studies of their 
children whereas illiterate mothers though cannot help their 

children m their studies directly but they might be paying 
attention to their children's studies by providing warm and 

conducive home environment. The difference between attitude 
of the children whose mothers have taken education upto 
primary level and attitude of the children whose mothers have 
bal en higher education is significant at 0.01 level. Here 
also the result is surprising and is m favour of the chi 1- 
drsn whose mother's got education up to primary level.

Table 44 A shows inter group mean difference with 
respect to the learning strategies.Inter group mean differ­
ences are in significant except m case of one that is the 
mean difference between learning strategies of students whose 
mothers are illiterate and learning strategies of students 
whose mothers tool higher education. Here also the difference 

is m favour of children whose mothers are illiterate.
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4.16 Effects of Father's Education on Learning Strategies
Table 45

Main Effects of Father's Education on Learning Strategies

Scales of
Learning Strategies

F Levels of
Significance

ATT 7.81 0.01
MOT 0.21 NS
TMT 0.76 NS
ANX 0.39 NS
CON 0.34 NS
1NP 0.39 NS
SMI 0.07 NS
STA 0.11 NS
SFT 0.04 NS
TST 0.14 NS

TOTAL 5.03 0.01
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Table 46
Number and Mean Scores of Students on Learning Strategies 
with respect to Father's Education

Father's Education ---- > Illiterate Pnaary Secondary University

Scales of teaming Strategies

79 173 314 334

ATT 13.97 14.35 13.14 12.09

HOT 14.20 14.51 13.75 13.49

THT 17.76 18.51 16.64 15.69

m 18.04 18.29 17.12 15.77

CQH 16.03 17.25 15.51 14.22

Ilf 20.14 19.22 17.48 16.27

SHI 10.99 11.69 10.32 9.99

STA 21,30 21.07 19.95 19.14

SFT 18.66 18.64 17.59 17.23

TST 17.41 18.64 16.91 15.61

TOTAL 168.49 171.86 158.40 149.60
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Table 47

Number and Mean Scores of Students on Attitude with respect 
to their Father's Education

Illiterate Primary Secondary University
N = 79 173 314 334
M = 13.97 (a) 14.35 (b) 13.14 (cl 12.09 (d)

S Ed = 1.05
with 897 df, * t' value at 0.05 level * 1.96 X 1.05 = 2.058

0.01 level = 2.58 X 1.05 = 2.709

Table 47 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b s: 13.97 — 14. o5 = 0.38 NS

a ~ c = 13.97 - 13.14 = 0.83 NS

a - d = 13.97 - 12.09 = 1.88 NS
b - c = 14.35 - 1 w?»14 = 1 .21 NS
b - d = 14.35 - 12.09 = 2.26 0.05

c — d - lun 14 — 12.09 - 1.05 NS
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Table 48
Number and Mean scares of students on Learning Strategies 
with respect to Father's Education

Illiterate Primary
N = 79 173
M = 169.49 (a) 171.86 tb>

S Ed = 10.31
with 897 df, vt' value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 10.31 = 20.20

0.01 level = 2.58 10.31 = 26.50

Table 48 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a ~ b - 169.49 171,86 2.39 NS

a - c a 169.49 158.40 11.09 NS
a - d = 169.49 149.60 19.89 NS
b - c = 171.86 158.40 13.46 NS
b - d a 171.86 149.60 * 22.06 0.05
c - d a 158.40 — 149.60 = 8.80 NS

Table - 45 shows that the main effect of father's
educat 3 on on attitude is significant at 0.01 level. This
indicates that father's education has an impact on students'
attitude towars study. In the light of the value of F ratio
(7.81),the null hypothesis 79 A regarding no effects of

Secondary
314
158.40 (c)

University
334
149.60 (d >
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father's education an students 

not accepted. The main effects 
of learning strategies are not
father's education has no effect on other scales of learning 
strategies. But the reverse is true with respect to the total 
learning strategies as the value of F ratio is significant at 

0.01 level, leeping m mind the result of the other scales of 
learning strategies the null hypotheses 79 B to 79 J are 
accepted. Looting to the value 5.03 of F ratio with respect 
to total learning strategies the null hypothesis 79 concern­
ing no effect of father's education on total learning strate­

gies is not accepted.

Table 47 A shows the inter group mean differences on 
attitude of the students with respect to their father's 
education. The mean difference between attitude of the stu­
dents whose fathers studied upto pnmarv level and the 
attitude of the students whose fathers tool higher education 
is significant at 0.05 level in favour of the students whose 
fathers tool education upto primary level.This indicates that 
the students whose fathers studied upto primary level have 
more favourable attitude towards study than the students 
whose fathers too!- higher education. The inter group mean 
difference with respect to other groups are not significant.

Table-48 ft indicates that the inter group mean differ­
ences are not significant except in case of one, that is,
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mean difference between the total learning strategies of 
students whose father's tool education upto primary school 
level and that of those whose father's tool', education upto 
higher education. Here also the mean difference is m favour 

of students whose fathers tool- education upto primary school 
level .It, therefore can be inferred that the students whose 
father studied upto primary school level adopted better 
learning strategies than the students whose fathers tool 
university education.
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4.17 Effects of Mother's Occupation on Learning Strategies
Table 49

Main Effects of Mother's Occupation on Learning Strategies

Scales of
Learning Strategies

F Levels of
Significance

ATT 1.37 NS
MOT 0.85 NS
TMT 0.49 NS
ANX 0.11 NS
CON 0.1 1 NS
INP 0.12 NS
SMI 0.02 NS
STA 0.08 NS
SFT 0.06 NS
TST 0.04 NS

TOTAL 2.41 NS
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Table 50
Number and Mean Scares af Students an Learning Strategies 
with respect to Mather's Occupation

Mather's Occupation Housewife Service Business
Sclaes of Learning N1 = 699 N2 = 125 1N3 = 76
Strateg1es

ATT 12.94 1 -u 13.87
MOT 13.50 14.82 15.28
TMT i j TQlO. w/CJ 17.88 18.25
ANX 16.69 17.79 17.62
CON 15.13 16.25 16.55

IMP 17.27 18.77 18.68

SMI 10.42 10.52 11.39
STA 19.68 20.82 21 .36
SFT 17.46 18.89 18.53

TST 16.55 17.53 18.00

TOTAL
, . . „ | | n.. , . I,

156.04 166.30 169.53

Table 49 shows that the mam effects of mother 's occu-
pat ion on different scales of learning strategies are not
significant . The same is true with regard to total learning
strategies.This means that the group based on mother s occu-
pation are equal with respect to all the scales of learning
strategies and also with respect to total learning strate-
gies. It, therefore, can be inferred that mother's occupation
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has no effect on any of the scales of learning strategies as 
well as total learning strategies. In the light of these 
results the null hypothesis SO and also sub null hypotheses 
under 3t i.e. 80 A to 80J are accepted.

Table 50 reveals the mean scores of the students having 
different mother's occupation.The table shows that the mean 
differences are generally in favour of students whose mothers 
are involved in business. But these difference are insignifi­
cant as F ratios are not significant.
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4.10 Effects of Father's Occupation on Learning Strategies
Table 51

Main Effects of Father's Occupation on Learning Strategies

Scales of F Levels of
Learning Process Significance

ATT 0.21 NS
MOT 0.01 NS
TMT 0.08 NS
ANX 0.02 NS
CON o a o CD NS
£NP 0.01 NS
SMI 0.00 NS
STA 0.03 NS
SFT 0.01 NS
TST noo NS

TOTAL 0 nn NS
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Table 52
Number and Mean Scores of Students on Learning Strategies 
with respect to Father's Occupation

Father's Occupation------- Service Business
Scales of Learning Strategies N1 = 602 N2 = 298

ATT 13.08 12.93
MOT 13.87 13.78
TMT 1&. 61 17.02
ANX 16.83 17.12
CON 15.19 15.85
INF 17.50 17.79
SMI 10.51 10.54
STA 19.82 20.31

SFT 17.86 17.54
TST 16.61 17.19

TOTAL 157.88 160.07

Table 51 reveals that the main effects of father's 
occupation on various scales of learning strategies and also 
on total learning strategies are not signlficanb.This indi­
cates that the groups based on father's occupation are equal 
as far as each of the scales of learning strategies and the 
total learning strategies are concerned.
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Table 52 shows the average performance of students on 

different scales of learning strategies and also on the total 
learning strategies. The mean difference between the students 
whose fathers are businessmen and whose fathers are service­
men are negligible with respect to all the scales of learning 
strategies and the total learning strategies.

In the light of the entries in Table 51 and Table 52 
the null hypothesis 81 and sub null hypotheses under 81 are 

accep ted.
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4.19 Effects of Family Income on Learning Strategies
Table 53

Main Effects of Family Income on Learning Strategies

Scales of 
Learning Strategie

F Levels of
Sign i ficance

ATT 0.00 0.01
MOT 0.30 NS
TMT 0.02 NS
ANX 0.22 - NS
CON vj. 6u 0.01
INP 0.05 NS
SMI 0.06 NS
STA 0.04 NS
SFT 0.01 NS
TST 0.10 NS

TOTAL 3.01 0.05



Table 54
Number and Mean Scores of Students on Learning strategies 
with respect to Family Income

' Income -------' Higher Middle Lower
► of Learning Strategies N = 126 530 244

£lTj 11.98 12.78 14.13

MOT 17.76 13.62 1<j . 67

TMT 36.31 16. o2 16.52

ANX 16.17 16.67 17.87

CON 16.25 15.87 2u. u 1

INF 16.56 17.25 18.87

SMI 09.73 10.43 11.13

5TA 19.00 19.92 20.64

SFT 17.54 17.47 18.48

TST 16.44 16.47 17.72

TOTAL 152.78 156.00 169.27
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Table 55

Number and Mean Scores of Students on Attitude with respect 
to Family Income

Higher Middle Lower
N1 = 126 530 244
M 11.98 (a) 12.78 (b) 14.13 (c)

S Ed = 0.54

With 898 df, *t' value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 0.54 =1.06

0.01 level = 2.58 X 0.54 = 1.39

Table 55 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

a b 11.98 — 12.778 =S 0.80 NS

a - c = 11.98 “ 14,12 S 2.15 ■Hoo

b _ c = 12.78 — 14.13 3 1.35 0.05
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Table 56

Number and Mean scares of Students on Concentration with
respect to Family Income

Higher Middle Lower
N = 126 530 244
M = 16.25 15.87 23.01

S Ed = 3 . 10

with 898 df, ’ t value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 3.10 = 6.08
0.01 level = 2.58 X 3.10 = 7.99

Table 56 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b = 16.25 — 15.87 = 0.38 NS

a “ c = 16.25 “ 23.01 = 6.76 0.05
b — c a 15.87 — 23.01 a 7.14 0.05
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Table 57

Number and Mean scores of students on Learning Strategies 
with respect to Family Income

Higher Middle
N = 126 N 530
M = 152.78 M 156.00

S Ed = 7.79

with 898 df,’t' value at 0.05 level = 1.96 X 7.79 = 15.26
0.01 level = 2.58 X 7.79 * 20.09

Table 57 A

Lower
N 244
N 169.27

Mean Differences and their Significance

a “ b 22 152.78 156.00 — -r
W * *... j— NS

a - - c = 152.78 - 169.27 = 16.49 0.05
b — c as 156.00 169.27 = 13.27 NS

Table 53 shows the main effects of family income on 
scales of learning Strategies and on total learning strate­
gies. It is seen m this table that F ratio with respect to 
attitude of the students in learning is significant at 0.01 
level. This means that family income has an impact on atti­
tude of the students. In the light of this result the null
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hypothesis 82 A about no effect of family income on attitude 
is not accepted. Further it is noticed in the same table that
F ratio with respect to concentration for study is signifi­
cant, This indicates that family income influences stu­
dents 'concentration to study. Keeping m mind this result the 
null hypothesis 82 E concerning no effect of family income on 
concentration is not accepted. Similarly F ratio with re­
spect to total learning strategies is also significant .Hence 
it can be said that family income has an impact an total 
learning strategies. In the light of this result the null 
hypothesis 82 regarding no effect of family income on total 
of learning strategies is not accepted.F ratios with respect 
to other scales are not significant. It means that the stu­
dents from higher.middle and lower income groups are equal so 
far as motivation,time management technique.anriety and worry 
about school performance, information processing,se1ectmg 
mam ideas,use of study aids,self testing and test strategies 
are concerned. Hence null hypotheses 82 B,82 C,82 D,82 F,
82 G,82 H,82 1,82 J are accepted.

The Table 54 shows mean scores of students from 
higher.middle and lower income groups on each scale of learn­
ing strategies and on total learning strategies.Table 55 A 
shows inter group mean differences. It is noticed in this 
table that the students from higher income group differs 
significantly from students from lower income group with 
respect to their attitude. The mean difference is in favour
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of lower income group students. It therefore can be inferred

that the students from lower income group have more favoui—

able attitude towards study than the students from higher

income group. Sirnilarly from the same table it 3 s inferred

that the students from lower income group have more favour-

able attltude towards study than the students from middle

income group.

Table 56 A shows that the difference between the stu­

dents from lower income group and the students from middle 

income group with respect to concentration for study is 

significant at 0.05 level. Similarly the students from lower 

income group differ significantly from the students from 

higher income group with respect to concentration for study. 

These differences are in favour of the students from lower 

income group. This means that the students from lower income 

group pay more concentration on learning than the students 

from middle income group and the students from higher income 

g roup .

Table 57 A shows the inter group mean differences m 

total learning strategies with respect to family income. The 

mean difference between the students from higher income group 

and the students from lower income group is significant at 

O.OSlevel. This difference is m favour of the students from 

lower income group. This implies that the students from lower 

income group have better learning strategies than the stu­

dents from higher income group.lt is seen in the same Table
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that the students from higher income group and from middle 

income group are equal with respect to their learning strate­
gies. Similarly the students from middle income group and 
lower income group are also equal as their mean difference m 

learning strategies are not significant.

4.20 Effects of Types of Family on Learning Strategies
Table 58

Main Effects of Types of Family on Learning Strategies

Scales of F Levels of
armng Strategies Significance

ATT 0.54 NS
MOT 0.15 NS

TMT 0.01 NS
ANX 0.00 NS
CON r-H

O
a

o NS
INF 0.04 NS
SMI 0.00 NS
STA 0.04 NS
SFT 0.00 NS
TST 0.01 NS

TOTAL 0.03 NS
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Table 59
Number and Mean Scores on Learning strategies with 
respect to Types of Family

if Family -------' Nuclear Joint Fami
of Learning Strategies N = 747 153

ATT 13.08 12.78
MOT 13,75 14.25
TMT 16.72 16.86
ANX 16.94 16.87
CON 15.45 15.22
INP 17.49 18.10
SMI 10.54 10.43
STA 19.85 20.62
SFT 17.72 17.90
TST 16.89 16.40

TOTAL 158.43 139.44

Table 58 shows the mam effects of types of family on 
each of the scales of learning strategies and on total learn­
ing strategies. Table 59 shows the mean scores of students 
staying in nuclear family and joint family. All the F ratios 
m Table 58 are not sigmfleant.These indicate that the types 
of family has no impact on scales of learning strategies as 
well as on total learning strategies. The students staying in 
nuclear families and staying in joint families are equal so
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far as all the scales of learning strategies and the total 
learning strategies are concerned. In the light of these 
results the null hypothesis 83 namely types of family will 
have no significant effect on learning strategies is accept­
ed. Similarly,the null hypotheses from 83 A to 83 J are also 
accepted.

4-21 Effects of Student's Involvement in Co-curricular 
Activities (CCA) on Learning Strategies

Table 60
Main Effects of Student's Involvement in CCA on Learning 

Strategies

Scales of F Levels of
Learning Strategies Significance

ATT 3.60 NS
MOT 0.00 NS
TMT 0.00 NS
ANX 0.18 NS
CON O 0 o NS
INP 0.03 NS
SMI 0.03 NS
STA 0.00 NS
SFT 0.01 NS
T8T 0.01 NS

TOTAL 0.05 NS
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Table 61
Number and Mean scores of Student's on Learning Strategies 
with respect to their Involvement in CCA

Scales of
Learning Strategies

No Involvement Involvement
in CCA m CCA

N1 = 684 N2 = 216

ATT 13.20 12.78
HOT 33.87 13.81
TMT 16.77 16«66
ANX 17. 14 16.24
CON 15.53 15.01
INF 17.71 17.24
SMI 10.58 10.34
STA 20.03 19.84
SFT 17.83 17.51
TST 16.92 16.45

TOTAL 159.55 155.62

Table 60 shows Scale wise F ratios regarding involve­
ment of students an co curricular activities (CCA). Table 61 
shows the mean scores of students who participate m co~ 
curricular activities regularly and who do not participate m 
co-curricular activities. The F ratios m Table 61 are not 
significant. These indicate that students' involvement in Co-
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curricular activities have no effect on their learning

strategies and the students participating in CCA and not par­

ticipating in CCA are equal as far as all the scales of 

learning strategies and the total learning strategies are 

concerned. In the light of these results-the null hypothesis 

84 regarding no effect of the students' involvement m CCA on 

learning strategies is accepted. Similarly the null hypothe­

ses from 84 A to 84 J are accepted.
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4.22 Effect of Tuition classes on Learning Strategies
Table 62

Main Effects of Tuition Classes on Learning Strategies

Scales of F Levels of
Learning Strategies Significance

ATT 1.29 NS
MOT O»37 NS
TMT 0.08 NS
ANX 0.16 NS
CON 0.10 NS
IMP 0.27 NS
SMI 0.03 NS
STA h-OO NS
SFT O „ 06 NS
TST 0.04 NS

TOTAL '“i r-vcp NS
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Table 63
Number and Mean Scores on Learning Strategies with 

respect to Tuition Classes

Scales of Learning Strategies
N

No
268

Yes
632

ATT 13.30 12.92
MOT 14.29 13.64
TMT 17.04 16.62
ANX 17.48 16.69
CON 15.94 15.18
CNP 18.57 17.19
SMI 10.87 10.37
STA 20.54 19.75
SFT 18.34 17.50
TST 17.36 16.57

TOTAL 1 a 7 156.43

Table 62 and 63 show the results regarding Tuition 
classes. Table 62 shows that all the F ratios are insignifi­
cant. This indicates that the tuition classes have no effect 
on the different scales of learning strategies as well as on 
totaJ learning strategies of the students. Table 63 shows the 
mean differences xn favour of the students bating eiitra 
tuitions. But the differences are not signjficant.Hence it 

can be said that the students going to tuition class and not
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going bo tuition classes are equ3l with respect to the differ­
ent scales of learning strategies. Similarly they are equal 
with respect to total learning strategies. Keeping m mind 
bhe results in table 62 and table 63 the null hypothesis 85 
regarding no effect of tuition classes on learning strategies 
of the students are accepted. In the same way hypotheses from 
85 A bo 85 I are also accepted.

4.23 Observations on the basis of discussions from tables 41 
to 63

1) The students whose mothers are illiterate have more 
favourable attitude towards learning and more interest 
m learning than the students whose mothers tool- 
education upto university level.

2) The students whose mothers studied upto primary levels 
have more favourable attitude towards learning and more 
interest m learning than students whose mothers 
tool higher education.

3) The students whose mothers are illiterate have better
learning strategies than the students whose mothers 
have taten higher education.

A) The students whose fathers studied upto primary level 
have better learning strategies than students whose 
fathers tool higher education.

5) The students whose father studied upto primary level
have more favourable attitude towards study than 
students whose fathers tool university education.
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6) The students from lower income group have more favour­
able attitude towards study than students from middle 
income group and higher income group.

7) The students from lower income group pay more attention 
to learning than the students from middle income group 
and from higher income group.

8) The student from lower income group have better 
learning strategies than the students from higher 
income group.
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Part III

4.24 Introduction :
As stated earlier, in order to study the influence of learn­
ing orientation on learning strategies,the co-efficient of 
correlation technique was used. The co-efficient of correla­

tions between each of the scales of learning strategies and 
each of the scales of learning orientation are presented m 
Table 64.
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4.25 Correlation between Learning Strategies and Learning 
Orientation

Table 64
Correlation between Learning Strategies and Learning Orientation

LQ PEBOL

IP
ML INJ0L APAL IWJL EX0L SIfflL TOTAL

att 0,15 0.04* 0.19 0.11 0.20 0.18 0.06 » 0.1

HOT 0.19 0.13 0.18 0.16 0.23 0.19 0.08 0.8

THT 0.20 0.10 0.24 0.14 0.26 0.25 0.08 0.5

A® 0.19 0.05 * 0.20 0.12 0.25 0.22 0.03* 0.2

CON 0.25 0.07 « 0.22 0.17 0.26 0.27 0.07 « 0.7

Ilf 0.21 0.12 0.29 0.22 0.28 0.24 0.04* 0.4

SHI 0.15 0.10 0.23 0.20 0.25 0.22 0.05 * 0.4
SFT 0.16 0.07 ** 0.18 0.11 0.22 0.16 0.04 * 0.2
STA 0.23 0.12 0.23 0.20 0.25 0.24 0.12 0.9
TST 0.19 0.06 H 0.23 0.17 0.26 0.23 0.04 * 0.3
TOTAL 0.27 0.12 0.30 0.23 0.34 0.31 0.07 ** 0.7

*■ Not Significant

** Significant at 0.05 level

No mart Significant at O.Ol level

LO Learning Orientation

LS Learning Strategies
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In Table 64,it is observed that personal domination 

orientation in learning (PEDOL) is significantly related with 
all the scales of learning strategies. This indicates that 
PEDOL influence the learning strategies. PEDOL refers to 
various aspects of personal development lit.e self discipline, 
ability to organise one's thoughts etc. The significant 

relationships between PEDOL and all the scales of learning 
strategies indicate that the students who have higher 
personal development orientation have good learning 
strategies.

Another independent variable namely assessment domina­
tion m learning (ADOL) refers to the aspects of examination 
domination, that is, students just for passing,study those 
topics which are prescribed in the syllabus for test etc.

The correlation between ADOL and attitude of the 
students towards learning is positive but very low. This 
correlation is not significant. Similarly relationship of 
ADOL with anxiety of the students m learning is also very 
low. This might be because they study just for the sate of 
passing the exam.In case of other scales of learning strate­
gies the values of correlations are significant. This indi­
cates that ADOL influences all the scales of learning strate­
gies except two that is anxiety and attitude towards learn­
ing. As the ADOL oriented students have selective motive of 
passing the examination, they are good at using other learn­
ing and study strategies.
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INJOL means the students' intrinsic orientation m job 
and learning. INJOL indicates that the students perceive 
learning as a pleasurable experience and express a desire to 
find job or activity which would also give them intrinsic 
satisfaction. These students are creative and original.The 
correlations between INJOL and all the scales of learning 
strategies are significant at 0.01 level. This indicates that 
the students who have intrinsic orientation m learning have 
good learning strategies.

The correlations between Apathy m learning and each of 
the scales of learning strategies are significant at o.ol 
level. That is, APAL is highly related to all the scales of 
learning strategies. This indicates that APAL influences 
Learning strategies.

The correlations between involvement in learning 
(INJOL) and each of the scales of learning strategies are 
significant at 0.01 level. This shows that INVOL has an 
impact on learning strategies.This means that the students 
who are involved sincerely in studies adopt better ways of 
studying.

EXOL indicates extrinsic orientation in learning. This 
is also significantly related with all the scales of learning 
strategies as the obtained values of correlations are signif­
icant beyond 0.01 level.This shows that extrinsic orientation
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m learning (EXOL) has an effect on the learning strategies 
of the students. As they want to have better prospects,and 
more gam in future they are investing their energy today m 
learning by adopting good better learning strategies.

Students who have significant other oriented orienta­
tion m learning (SISOL) give importance to others.They do 
not have self orientation or involvement m learning. SI6QL 
is not significantly correlated with seven scales of learning 

strategies. This indicates that the students who are signifi­
cantly other oriented are not interested m studies but in 
order to please others they study and use some time manage­
ment techniques for learning and try to concentrate an 
studies.

The value of correlation of total learning orientation 

with each of the scales of learning strategies are signifi­
cant. Similarly the value of correlations of composite learn­

ing strategies with each of the scales of learning orienta­
tion are also significant. The correlation between composite 
scores of learning strategies and that of learning orienta­
tion is also significant. In the light of these results it 

can be said that learning orientation has an impact on learn­
ing strategies. Hence the null hypothesis 88, concerning no 
significant relationship between learning orientation and 
learning strategies is not accepted.
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4.26 Observations
1) The students who are self disciplined and are able to 

organised their thought have better ways of learning.
2) The examination oriented learners have high motivation, 

use better time management techniques,better ways of 
processing information and better testing techniques 
e tc.

3) The students who are creative and have intrinsic 
satisfaction for learning have better ways of learning.

4) The students who are involved m studles,adopting good 
learning strategies.

5) The students who finds meaning m learning for better 
future prospects,adopts good learning strategies.

6) The students who study for the sake of others, that is, 
to please others generally can not adopt good learning 
s braiegles.

7) The students who have high learning orientation adopts 
better learning strategies.
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